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..fil-d In nam to the Office Actionof January 16, 2002. tathe 
Thepresemarner^isfiledmresr^set i and 14 23 are characterized as rejected, 

covert of*. Office Acto auof per^clarn* 1 and 14-23 « .*« 

ITl^ for continued prosed in re* the eUsnon of record M . *-» - 
for continued prosecution. Thus, Applet arc unclear on the status of panda* d-> 

fcti.ebodyoftheOffiee Action, dahns 144. s«nd rejected under 35 USC »«"-«"^ 
jNeud^nehher^cheanorsuggesu^tov^^^setforthincb.™,.^. Moreover, 

nor suggests the invention as reched in claim , . The reasons tor these portions are set forth 

below. 

Mger^referencetotfg. TOe* teaches a "vertic^ 

chL region IS shs «op a first gate afcarode 14. and below a second gate electrode 2a 

SI ,1 * - apiuxiaUy grown front the channel region «. and apparent are nnplantrf to 

.avartageous feature of the structure is that the .ower gate 14 is longer than the upper g«« 20 to 
decrease parasitic capacta.ee (see Col. 5. line 67 - CoL 6, toe 10). 

ftom a side of a sflicon .aye, and the ahcon ..yer U submenu, rented and the gate *** 
fstbrrnrfoverthechanne, region * Heudect the channe, is no. epna*a»y grow, from as.de of 
.saiconsc.rce^-ubse^uentiyrernoved. Channe. l 8 i S grov n ,*on,..opsurraceofti,e 
sfficonaource 11, no, a side surface. Moreover, because layer » istheur™^." 

^edonat.eaa.itssidevvalrsbyag^elec.rode. Such . — is neither taught nor 
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on its sidewalls. 



Turning first to claim 1, notwithstanding the lack of a specified prior art rejection, applicants shall 
address the differences between the invention as recited in claim 1 and the Neudeck reference. 
Note that claim 1 specifies that the channel region is epitaxially grown on a side surface of a 
silicon source. As noted above, this step is neither taught nor suggested by Neudeck. The claim 
further specifies that the gate electrode is formed adjacent a sidewall of the channel region. In 
Neudeck the gates are formed above and below the channel region, not on a sidewall thereof. 
The invention features a sidewall-grown channel with sidewall-disposed gates; Neudeck features a 
bottom-grown channel with gates on upper and lower surfaces. Nowhere does Neudeck suggest 
that the channel could be epitaxially grown from the side surface of a silicon source that is 
subsequently removed, nor that the gate electrodes be formed adjacent the sidewalls of the 
channel. As such, applicants respectfully submit that Neudeck neither teaches nor suggests the 
invention as recited in claim 1. In passing, applicants have amended claim 1 to eliminate 
unnessary language; such amendments are not made to address any rejection of record or to 
further distinguish from Neudeck. 

Considering claim 14, again note that the claim specifies the formation of first and second 
epitaxially-grown channel regions, and that the gate contacts side surfaces of the channel region. 
Neudeck does not show phiral channels, only one. Moreover, in claim 14 the source and drain 
regions are recited as being etched from a silicon layer, such that they abut the epi channel. In 
Neudeck the source and drains are epitaxially grown, there is no etch process taught in connection 
with forming the source and drain regions. In addition, the gate electrodes of Neudeck are not 
formed on sidewall surfaces of the channel region, as recited. Applicants respectfully submit that 
these claimed features patentably extinguish from Neudeck, and as such the rejection of record as 
to claim 14 has been traversed. 

With reference to claim 15, in addition to incorporating the aforementioned dsttoguishing features 
of claim 14 from which it depends, note that claim 15 recites the creation of silicon lines, on 
which etch stop layers are formed, and on which the epi channels are formed. Neudeck neither 
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teaches nor suggests any of this. Neudeck grows the channel region 18 from the underlaying 
silicon 1 1. There are no "lines" from which the epi channel regions are grown, there is no etch 
stop layer grown on a "sidewaT of the "lines"; and there are no W that are "etched away," as 
recited. In the Office Action the Examiner suggests that the recited "etch stop" can be read on 
layer 16 (Fig. IB). However, the etch stop 16 is not formed on a sidewall of a silicon source, as 
recited; rather it is separated from the silicon source by oxide 12. Applicants respectfully submit 
that these claimed features patentabty distinguish from Neudeck, and as such the rejection of 
record as to claim 15 has been traversed. In passing, applicants have amended claim 15 to 
eliminate unnessary language; such amendments are not made to address any rejection of record 
or to further distinguish from Neudeck. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the foregoing comments as to claims 1 4 and 1 5 apply to claims 
16 through 20, since they are dependent on claim 15. As such, applicants respectfully submit that 
the rejections of record as to claims 16-19 have been traversed. 

With reference to claims 20 and 21, in addition to incorporating the distinguishing features of the 
claims on which they depend, these claims recite the particular angles at which the implants are 
carried out. The Examiner suggests that these claims read on Neudeck. However, applicants 
respectfully point out that in Neudeck no angles are specified for any of the implants taught 
therein. Rather, the depiction of the implant regions in Fig. 1H strongly suggests a 
straightforward implant at 90 degrees relative to the horizontal surface of the substrate, not the 
specific angles recited in claims 20 and 21. As such, applicants respectfully submit that the 
rejections ofrecord as to claims 20 and 21 have been traversed. In passing, applicants have 
amended claims 20 and 21 to properly draw their dependency to antecedent implant steps in claim 
19, and claim 19 has been amended to draw its dependency from claim 14. 

Finally, Applicants respectfully submit that the foregoing comments as to claims 14 apply to 
claims^ and 23, since they are dependent on claim 14. As such, applicants respectfully submit 
that the rejections ofrecord as to claims 22 and 23 have been traversed. 
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Applied have submitted claims 24-30 to further recite the invermoo. Applicants respectfully 
submit .tat these claims do no. red., new nutter, and the, incorporate on, more more of the 

features of me invention that distinguish fromNewdeck. Accordingly, appncanB 
ra.pectf.il, submit that newly-submitted ^24-30 are Finable over tha art of record. 

mviewofthe foregoing, ^H^r^ectAnysubnnt^^of clain» I and ,4-30 « .submitted 
herein recite patenteMe subject matter, and according* they earnesUy solicit passage of the 
subject US paten, application ,0 issuance in vie™ thereof Ik. proffered amendments are further 

question., or suggestions, ha is urged to contact the undersigned attonKy a. the telephone 

number or email listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 



MarkF. Chadurjian. 
Repstration Number 30^9 
802 769-8843 
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